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Meach 2, 2008
NPS Planing Saff N
Btatement on “Dralt Merced Biver Plan Amanmant’

Again, thark you for the pportunity 1o corrimentt o the Draft Mercad River Plan
Arvandment. | would like to maks three brief commeants.

systom for Yosemite Valley a5 an-alismativealong with Te curtert aliematives addressed

#1.the plan, This day usereservation system wouid only be implemented during those

peak visitor use periods (the summar months) and would be gradug %g‘;ahaj 4 in s0 both

- e park visitors, gateway comsnunities and other stake holders wou iz BV an opportuniy
forinput. ' ~ ' ' : _ f '

Secaondly, |.am conesrmed aboia the *Overnight Visitors Popuations i

Pwouid ke o ank Jearing Acelo of Oakhrst for the reseairch shie had put intothis issue,
and have alfached a copy-of the table she prepared 1o my stalement] With the time |
gliaitted, [would fike to focus just on the campsite issue. The 1980 General Managemert
Plan calied for an-overnight.cain ulation of 3252 pecple. Exisling campsites
- provide for 2034 persons. ntsrim RMP numbers are 2954, Yetthe Valiey Plan ealls 2340.
The GMP defined low cost overnight opporuniies as 834 drive in campsites plus 567 tent
catins for atotal of 1251 low cost overnight family drive in tpponunities. The YvP calls for
- 804 low cost overriight opportunities. This is a'decrease of 52% in low cost overnight
dpportuniies. it nieeds 1© b noted thay the GMP nimbers aiready reflected removel of
115 campsites and 268 lodging units for purposes of profecting the rigsrbanks. Yet the
decraase in the more pricey accommodations between the GMP andithe YVP is less than
1%%. i Appendices "D 18 month exiension ligures are factored in , thete is actually an
incroast nthe expensive rooms and cabins with bath: Time does notiallow Tof a more
extansive discussion of this issue, hit it appéars that the hotel experignce is being
promoted much more than the caimpingtent sxperiénce.
Flanally, $ would like o acknowiedge the hugh ammourt of information jn the Draft RMP,
However it is very lengihily and difficult 1o understand. 1 would like 10 stggest io the NPS
Planners that the altachied "Overnight Visitor Population in Yosernile Malley” as written by
Jearne Acet, is an pie G how many of the complexities presented in the Draf MRp

persons like myssif could get a bettar handle on what the NPG

First, I have already submitted a cormment on-considering a day use visitor reservation

inYosemiteValley”,

cotald be simplified §o that
is planning in their proposed actions..
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San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
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? ,‘ ; 1000 | ACT | RECEIVED: Z[z/fﬁ POt |
( i ' ' ORR : Superintendent
RT |#S L 1 Dreputy Superintendent -
T|DT|UT| IA Assistant Superintendent
IR OR TS March 1 2 2005 Chief Administration
Chief Business Revenu2
» Chief Interpretation
. . Chief Facility Mgmt
Mike T.ollefso.n, Superintendent ChisFResources
Yosemite National Park Chief Visitor Protection
Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS | Chief Project Mgmt
P.O. Box 577 . : REPLY DUE:
Yosemite, CA 95389 - 4
Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Merced

Wild and Scenic River Revised Comprehensive Management Plan,
Yosemite National Park, California (CEQ #050008)

Dear Mr. Tollefson:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments are
enclosed.

EPA has no objections to the preferred alternative (#2) user capacity program or
proposed El Portal Boundary, since it represents greater protection for the Outstandingly
Remarkable Values (ORVs) of the river. Therefore we have rated the DSEIS as Lack of
Objections (LO) (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions”). Because of the exceptional
archeological resources in El Portal, however, and the cumulative impacts to traditional cultural
resources from past practices, EPA requests that the National Park Service (NPS) consider
modifying the boundary and management zoning to provide more protection to these resources
of concern to tribal populations, if an analysis of the locations of significant archeological and
traditional use resources reveals they lie in areas that would allow more disturbance (zoned 3C or
not within the Wild and Scenic River boundary).

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DSEIS and commend the NPS for its
comprehensive analysis and for its extensive scoping. When the Final SEIS is released for
public review, please send one copy to the address above (mall code: CMD-2). If you have any
questions, please contact me or Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this proj ect. Karen can be
reached at 415-947-4178 or vitulano.karen@epa.gov.

Printed on Recycled Paper



Time. 0425
Sincerely,

\Dwil 2 Sttt

““7isa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office
Cross Media Division

Enclosures: : : o
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
. EPA’s Detailed Comments

cc: American Indian Council of Mariposa
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE MERCED WILD AND SCENIC RIVER REVISED COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN, YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK, CALIFORNIA, MARCH 14, 2005

Cultural Resources

The entire El Portal area is considered to be a traditional use area by members of

- associated Indian tribes, which include Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation and the Paiute and Central
- Sierra Me-wuk (p. IlI-72). The cumulative impacts analysis notes that development of facilities
within the river corridor have disturbed or destroyed numerous traditional cultural resources and
compromised the integrity of numerous other such resources (p. IV-84). It is not clear to what
extent these past impacts occurred in El Portal. The DSEIS also states that El Portal is currently
the focus of a study to inventory and document traditional resources important to Indian people,
and that currently only 1n01denta1 mformatlon exists for El Portal (III-71).

Additionally, El Portal contains some of the oldest prehistoric sites in the river corridor
(IV-78); sites that are exceptional in their significance to the local American Indian community
(II1-70). The El Portal archeological district contains 17 known sites (III-69). While the
preferred boundary alternative is more protective than the no action alternative, potential benefits
and impacts, considering cumulative past impacts, should be considered when delineating and
zoning the El Portal boundary.

The DSEIS indicates that consultation with Tribes has occurred and that they collectively
expressed concerns relating to continued access to the river corridor for traditional practices, as
well as protection and preservation of important natural and cultural resources. While the user
capacity component will not apply to tribal access (p. II-15), the DSEIS does not directly address
how the El Portal boundary designations respond to this population’s concerns.

Recommendation:

To the extent known, provide additional information in the FSEIS regarding
archeological and traditional cultural resources within the El Portal boundary and
considering past impacts, discuss what zoning and boundary elements would be most
protective of these resources of concern to tribal populations. Consider the possibility of
modifying the boundary and zoning of the preferred alternative if the locations of
significant sites and traditional resources lie within zoning designations more prone to
disturbance (3C or outside Wild and Scenic River boundary).



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for IZ/WV& . D /,L% :
’ Draft Environmental Impact Statements ; L{,
‘ . Definitions and Follow-Up Action* ' m C{« %

Environmental i‘mpact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections '

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. . : ‘

EC - Environmental Concerns S .

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
" these impacts. : ’

'EO - Environmental Objections : . .

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes te the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory ~ :

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from
the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for
referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adéguacz of the Impact Statement

Category 1 — Adequate .

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. ’ ' :

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that
are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - Inadequate ) o A v »

EPA does not believe that the draft E1S adequately assesses potentially significant environmenital impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental
Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a .
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate
for referral to the CEQ. ' ‘ :

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987. :
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Mr. Michael J. Tollefson 4@
Superintendent ECEIVED
Y osemite National Park :
Post Office Box 577 N | MAR 2 3 2005
Y osemite National Park, CA 95389 ' :
' ' v YOSEM?TE NATIONAL PARK

Re: Public Comments, Merced River Plan SEIS

Dear Mike,

I am taking this opportunity to offer comments regarding the Merced River Plan during

the public comment period. Iunderstand that public comments will be accepted until
March 22, 2005.

I have been employed in Yosemite National Park since 1973. I have worked in various -
capacities during this 30+ period, including as a park ranger, campground manager and
concessions management specialist. I have married, raised three children and have been

* an active member of the greater Yosemite community. I currently represent District 1 on -

“the Board of Trustees, Mariposa County Unified School District. In the early 1980’s, I
was one of a small number of Pparents who formed a non-profit corporation, The :
Yosemite Child Care Center, in an effort to address the critical need for quality, reliable
and affordable child care for the dependents of park employees. I am providing this
background so that those who may read my comments and not be acquainted with me
will understand that I have gained what I consider a good deal of experience and a broad
perspective over a considerable period of time as a local resident and park employee.

I have participated both on-the-job, and as a private citizen, in many park planning efforts
over the years, including the General Management Plan, the Yosemite Valley
Implementation Plan and the Yosemite Valley Plan. During each planning effort, I have
provided both formal and informal comments regarding the need for employee housing
that will allow local employers to attract, recruit and retain a quality workforce to support
park operations, including the protection of park resources.

For nearly fifty years, the National Park Service has publicly stated an intention of
relocating non-essential functions and certain employee housing to El Portal. As you
know, the Service acquired the land now known as the El Portal Administrative Site for
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that purpose. Notable movement from Yosemite Valley to El Portal has taken place over:
the past two decades. However, nearly all substantive progress in moving non-essential
services and employee housing to El Portal has been undertaken by the National Park
Service. There has been no relocation of employee housing by the primary concession
contractors during this period. With the exception of small cabin-without-bath units that
have been constructed since 1997 to replace housing removed following the January 1997
flood, concession employee housing in Yosemite Valley has been “frozen in time” since
the 1950’s. The vast majority of concession employees reside in what would be
considered substandard housing in any community in America. I would venture to guess
that much of the existing housing (tent cabins) would not be permitted in any non-park
federal jurisdiction, including elsewhere in Mariposa County. From my perspective, the
long-term acceptance of this substandard housing has created some important social

~ conditions:

The primary concessioner has not been compelled to address out-of-park housing in a
meaningful way. Ihave many observations about this, but feel that they would be
inappropriate to include in a public comment letter. However, I am certain that very few
large corporations in America operate with a work force comprised of employees who
live in tents or “tough sheds” that have no running water. Ihave witnessed the
conditions in the concessioner employee housing—in large part, they are deplorable. I
am convinced that the substandard employee housing is the primary factor that prevents
the concession from hiring a quality workforce on a consistent basis to provide quality
visitor services on a consistent basis. Substandard employee living conditions contribute
significantly to marginal visitor services in many respects. The dilemma of suitable
employee housing for concessioner employees manifests itself, in my opinion, in a

- vicious circle that includes dissatisfied employees, guests who are disappointed with
visitor services, questions by the public regarding park housing policies, and concerns
expressed about the over-commercialization of Yosemite.

The poor living conditions of concessioner employees contributes to the operational costs
of the park. I will limit my comments in this regard my offering the observation that the
park could feasibly reallocate public safety services that are now required to address
community-based social issues to assisting in the general public and improving visitor
services if employee housing conditions were improved at least to the degree that might
be found in a typical community (i.e. small individual apartments). It is true that the new
housing complex planned for the Curry Village area will make a marked improvement to
the residents in that location (217), however, the majority of concessioner employees will
continue to live in high density dormitory, cabm-w1thout-bath or tent accommodations
into the future..

The significance of this problem to the current issues in the Merced River Plan SEIS
relate directly to the park’s ability to provide a suitable location for the construction
of quality concessioner employee housing in El Portal. Ibelieve that the National Park
Service must be permitted to exercise considerable latitude in the allocation of scarce
land resources for this purpose. I am certain that no park concessioner, operating under
the terms of a relatively short-term concession contract now (or in the future), will make
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the substantial investment required in housing outside the park or administrative site.
This is simple business—return on investment over time. Ido not believe that the
National Park Service will be able to legally compel a new concessioner to purchase
assets of an existing concessioner that might be located on non-federal property. It will

- be imperative that the NPS have the ability in the future to structure a financially feasible
concession contract that can incorporate the development of quality out-of-park housing
as a requirement of doing business in Yosemite National Park.

I would like to address what I consider to be out-of-date data included in the socio-
economic analysis contained within the recent MRP SEIS. I understand that the most
recent figures regarding the socio-economic outlook for Mariposa County was obtained
by Dornbush and Company in 1999. Having been a local resident for some time, I feel
certain that local economic conditions and demographics have changed in Mariposa
County considerably since that time. I recommend that current data be examined to
determine whether or not park projections for the local economy are, in fact, accurate.

I recommend that you refer to the article published in the Fresno Bee on January 13,
2005, with the byline “Cost of Keeping Up.” The focus of this timely article is the

-increasing cost of real estate in Mariposa County, and the difficulty that the working-
class members of the community face in finding and acquiring affordable family housing.
I believe this article to be an accurate and telling portrayal of what many park employees
know to be true-———there simply isn’t enough affordable housing to sustain the middle class
workforce.

The high cost of local real estate is exacerbated by the costs associated with commuting
long distances from “town” to park worksites. I do not believe that the “pros” and “cons”
of the out-of-park housing has been sufficiently treated in public documents to show an
accurate and comprehensive view of this complex subject to the public who might not be
intimately familiar with local or gateway communities. To summarize this point—much
has changed in Mariposa, Oakhurst and Groveland in the past thirty years, and I do not

- believe that the planning documents developed by the National Park Service have fully
treated this important topic. I recommend that an objective effort be undertaken by the
National Park Service to gather further financial data and personal insights as to how park
employees in all sectors have been affected by the changing local real estate market and
the impacts of commuting from town to park worksites. It is notable, I believe, that over
the past twenty years, many employees have grown to consider the El Portal
Administrative Site as their “park” worksite and have only limited knowledge or
understanding of the dynamics of living and/or working in Yosemite Valley, which
remains the primary site of visitor facilities, services and activities. The gradual and
insidious lessening of many park employees connection with or immediate understanding
of visitor services has, in my opinion, been detrimental to the park.

I'would like to address one very sensitive aspect of the housing market facing many park
employees, particularly those who may be new to the area or first-time home buyers.
Many park employees (especially those who have not been required to occupy
government furnished quarters for some time), have been in financial positions to
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purchase income property in local communities. In some cases, this opportunity dates
back to the early 1970°s when the park began intensifying efforts to relocate non-
essential employee housing to the private market. I offer this comment not as a criticism
of any individual employee or their personal lifestyles, but as an observation that many
park employees have become inured to the difficulties other employees face regarding
housing.

I have reviewed the Housing Element section of the recently adopted Mariposa County
General Plan. After studying this document, I could find no real relief for significant
numbers of middle-class park employees or, more significantly, the lower class of
workers that the local hospitality industry relies upon. The Mariposa County Board of

- Supervisors offers little encouragement to potential developers of middle/moderate/low
cost housing for working people in the Mariposa-El Portal-Yosemite Valley corridor.
From my perspective, much of the local real estate market has been driven by upper-
income retirees or professional people leaving urban areas elsewhere in the state to lead a
“Green Acres” lifestyle in local rural communities or by persons who are speculating on
their hopes that the developing UC Merced will bring new high-income residents to our
county. I agree that some higher-income university employees will relocate to Mariposa
County. However, I do not believe that these residents (most of whom will live on the
western fringe of the country) will offer much-needed economic relief to the middle and
low working class housing market.

Another dynamic associated with the limited middle and lower income housing stock in
the local communities relates to the number of mid-range homes now owned and
occupied by current park employees. In some cases, these homes will “turn over” as
employees retire and leave the area—often selling their homes to new county residents
‘who can “best” any offer made by established, local middle class workers. This is a
concern, but so is the prospect that other park workers will retire and stay in the area,
effectively “locking up” desirable, middle-income housing when few new housing
opportunities

My position on the Board of Trustees (school board) has afforded me the opportunity to
become familiar with the current trend of declining enrollment in our local schools. I
have been told that approximately half of the @ 1,000 public school districts in the state
are in a spiral of declining enrollment. Declining enrollment is being experienced in our
county, and the result will be a gradual reduction of school programs to the degree that
many parents, teachers and students will lose confidence in the quality of the local
educational system. Of course, there are many socio-economic and demographic factors
that contribute to this situation. On a local level, I believe that a significant contributing
factor is the scarcity of suitable housing to accommodate a working class family. From
my perspective, it is important that conditions conducive to housing suitable for families
be available because a quality school system is an important contributor to overall quality
community life. A high quality community life is necessary to attract well-qualified and
suitable employees to provide the range of skills needed in the park.
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Again, as it relates to the Merced River Plan SEIS, it is important that real solutions to
the park housing dilemma be permitted within the Administrative Site in El Portal. From
my perspective, the “bottom line” is that the opportumtles for affordable housing for park
employees in all income ranges will only get worse in the coming decade. I predict that
if this happens, all park employers (not to mention many others in Mariposa County) will
find it nearly impossible to recruit highly skilled workers who will make a personal
commitment to live and work in the area.

I would like to offer additional comments’ regarding specific points within the MRP
SEIS:

Page III-128, final paragraph: “Yosemite Valley has the highest concentration of
amenities in the park.” While this may be a true statement, I would offer that Yosemite
Valley has many visitor amenities, but very few amenities for the community of park
employees and their dependents. This is an important point because I have come to
believe that many people who have not lived in this community think otherwise. A
careful assessment of what does exist for employee residents would reveal that there is
little left of what was once a vibrant community. The sustained erosion of community
life in Yosemite Valley has largely been dismissed by those who have not been directly
affected. Those who have been affected have been significantly negatively affected. In
my opinion, some steps must be done to address this situation because I am doubtful that
the park will be successful in recruiting a new generation of employees w1111ng to accept
the burden of required occupancy in a bleak community.

- At the risk of offending many who were directly involved in preparing the Revised MRP

SEIS, I offer my own comment that this document was very difficult to read and

- understand. Much of the language is obtuse, and the conclusions drawn are vague. Much
of the text is, in my opinion, optimistically forward-looking and leaves much to the
imagination of the reader as to future outcomes. Unfortunately, I don’t believe that the
average reader has adequate knowledge of the complex subjects contained within the
various alternatives to draw meaningful conclusions and thus offer meaningful comments
to assist the National Park Service in developmg a workable and ﬁnanc1a11y feasible
preferred alternative. :

I wish you the best in your efforts to arrive at a final plan that can be carried forward
- from paper to implementation. :

| Sincerely,

,JZ""T""

Enclosures
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Mariposa deputies do 12-hour shifts to free time for outside work.

By Charles McCarthy / The Fresno Bee
(Updated Thursday, January 13, 2005, 7:10 AM)

Mariposa County Sheriff Jim Allen wants his deputies to be able to afford
housing in a booming market, so he is making it easier for them to hold
outside jobs.

The deputies have been working 12-hour shifts for more than a month. The sheriff says
this allows them to get three or four days off in a row at the end of their patrol rotations.

"I have a lot of talented people,;' Allen said. "I want to do what's best for them."

It's not an isolated move. In Madera County, patrol deputies have been on 12-hour shifts,
usually as teams, since 2001. This also provides bonus time for organized training, Sheriff
John Anderson said. .

In addition to giving the Mariposa deputies time to augment their pay (the starting salary
is about $36,000 a year), 12-hour shifts allow the department to staff six deputies, rather
than three, to back one another up in the mountainous, 1,455-square-mile county.

Allen estimated his starting deputies take home 6nly $1,734 monthly after deductions.
Allen, who is elected and has been a law-enforcement officer in Mariposa for nearly 28
years, said he makes an annual salary of $79,000.

Pay raises for deputies depend on negotiations between the deputies' association and the
Board of Supervisors.

"I can't represent them in bargaining, but I can represent them as their boss," Allen said. |

Allen and Anderson don't want their uniformed
positions. All outside jobs are first cleared with

patrol personnel working in security guard
the departments.

Mavny Mariposa deputies work at outside jobs on days when they don't have to report for
duty at either 6 a.m. or 6 p.m. They find work in construction, landscaping, auto repair
and home health care for shut-ins.

Madera County Deputy Sheriff's Association President Scott Jackson said patrol deputies
like the 12-hour shifts. They give them a chance to hold other jobs or have more family
time.

Jackson estimated that 25% of Madera's deputies have outside jobs, including shifts as
corrections officers at the county's separately run jail and as ambulance paramedics.

"Most of them stay in the public service," Jackson said.

Sheriff's deputies have begun w
shifts in Mariposa County. The |
give them extra days off to spel
or work other jobs to augment t
The cost of housing in Mariposa

1 doubled in the past three years.

Eric Paul Zamora / The Fresno §
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Nicole Gilmore, 28, has been a Mariposa County deputy for four years. Her 12-hour shifts allow her to work in home hea

shut-ins.

"I think it was a good decision, because there were a lot of us who needed to supplement our income," Gilmore said abo

shifts. "But it stopped our personal life.”

Mark Fogh, 35, has been a Mariposa-deputy since 1999. The Army veteran
on his badge. He and his wife live in a rented mobile home. ‘

http://Www.fresnobee.com/loca]/v-pn'nterfriendly/story/9761208p-106263 92c¢.html

and current reservist got married five days b
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"I get more days off that'll allow me to go work construction," Fogh said. "I think it's good for the deputies to gﬁow therr
time."

Fogh said Mariposa is a good place to live "if you make enough money to survive."

Figures available from the Mariposa County Board of Realtors show that from October to December 2001, the lowest-pri:
at $55,000 and the highest $475,000, with an average price of $155,244.

For the same time period in 2004, the lowest price listed was $159,000 and the highest $800,000, with an avérage of §:

The least-expensive home sold in December 2004 listed at just under $200,000, said Paul C. Ballard, president of the M:
of Realtors. ' .

“There has been a tremendous demand put on the mountain communities," Ballard said. "Mariposa County has had a tre
growth." .

Ballard said he expects to see an influx of international buyers and baby boomers snatching up vacation properties and i
just outside Yosemite National Park. There's already a demand fueled by the soon-to-open University of California at Me;
dwellers wanting to escape to the Sierra foothills. ‘

Mariposa County Supervisor Janet Bibby said she is "very aware" that salaries haven't kept pace with growth and housin
father was a constable and-her husband a sheriff's captain.

Three million visitors pour through Mariposa each year en route to Yosemite, Bibby noted. She didn't comment about the
board's continuing salary negotiations with the county's employees. o

Dianne Fritz is co-owner of the Happy Burger Diner in downtown Mariposa. She also is the Chamber of Commerce presid
member of the Board of Supervisors.

"I'm concerned about the tiredness issue," Fritz said. "Twelve-hour shifts are hard to do. I'm just concerned about their
maintain alertness." .

She said the longer shifts for deputies are providing better coverage.
But she cautioned: "As a sheriff, you never know what you're going to walk into."

At the Mariposa Yosemite Airport, four miles north of town on Highway 49, assistant manager Mark Steele said the coun
deputies on patrol and not working other jobs. They should be able to give them what they need."
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5800 Lehamite Fall (very close to Dawn]
Lake) - 5 bed home with endless
ities - 4 bd/3 bath and a huge|
reat room on the main floor with

pine floors . and cabinets.
Downstairs... a full apartment with fresh
t and laminate floors. Outside, the
floor has a huge veranda with' gorgeous|

ews of the mountains that serves as shade
for the lower level’s expansive cement patio.
'This home has more amenities that I can

° MOUNT chOZ ’

3. bedroom house,
totally remodeled
New carpef, paint &|

view home on 40
acres. Owner may|

. $733,000

Delores Hahn
Broker Assoclate
30 Vears of Real
Estate Experlence In
Mariposa County

cre woum with dock; fed by
. 2,200 sq. ft. oouﬂmam_onmﬂ% mount:
S, rzmm beams and spaciousness
around decks. 3 bedrooms, de
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and piee corral, creek. & riding frails - Beaufifull #13979 vuessseseises $445,000

VIEW OF YOSEMITE PEAKS! 6 bedroom, 4 bath in 2 separate unfs on 21

LAE FRON BONE Y TRE RS e, 15 it i o o
plan. Near tiafional forest, Community water and Sewer. #1303 e $245,000

‘Make Your

209-966-6406

FAX: 209-742-7908 EMALL: aw:wéo@«.omoﬁ_a.:nn
’ website: Www.mariposaproperty.com
Serving Mariposa Real Estate since 1979 -

Unimproved Properties Available
*WHAT A ,452_

acres. #13347 : $460,000 |
LUSHMEADOWS: 3 bedroom, 9 seable fand, uperades.
*—g ..-sS-o--.o--:.-.’—o.i-- : ; 108000000000040000 gﬂ gﬂ

5 = ...O -~ Broker Associate
1erra (>olid

PO.Box1994.  (209) mmm|mwmk
4989 Hwy. 140 e-mail:
Mariposa, CA 95338  solidgoldbill@yahdo.com

5 ACRES: Graded building site at the wbou top mE
Hwy. 49N affords distant views of the valley, whil
dense growth of oaks and manzanita buffer soun
Some brushing done, power across the parcel. N
town and airport. (13691) .... ﬁg_
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om)

.. nonﬁmn»mmvmm,vmnnm:%_un:mrm@vosﬁ\wro:mm nu
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pines and a view on Lookout Mountain Rd. Put i
vacation/ starter home here! (13692) .......... v $119,]

..Fora country retreat approx. 7 miles m__.
town. Spring reported in NE corner, seasonal creek/ 1
off and a variety of trees & native shrubs among so

Interesting granite formations. NW corner has a prd

1 meadow. (13845)

$139,

ove — Good Investments
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.76 acres.

however it is completely remodeled. 960 sq. ft.
on 1.72 acres. ..

GREAT 3 BEDROOM, 2 BATH HOUSE... In the|}
Basin! Spacious living room with a vaulted | §
ceiling and nice rock fireplace. 1,430 sq. ft. on}
$255,000( ¢

LiKe New!! 2 bedroom, 2 bath manufactured |
home on permanent foundation. 1981 built, | [

mﬁw&g

209-742-5454
5113 Bullion St., Mariposa
e-mail: tiptop®@sti.net

KiIMBERLY Q..Em
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.m winery.
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ed MLS
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BATHS, PINE VAULTED CEILINGS, MANY CUSTOM FEATURES. COVER
PATIO WITH BUILTIN ww@ DECK, LANDSCAPING, TALL PIf
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Il SQ. FT. BONUS ROOM, PATIO, GARAGE, STOCKED SPRING-FED, PO}
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“TREES. MLS # 13837 ; $550,

1 Contact: Jim Landis, Broker (209) 966489
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Berkel'ey,‘ California 94704
February 18, 2005
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FEB 21 2005
| YOSEMITE NATIGNAL PARK

Superintendent, Yosemite National Park
Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS
P.O. Box 577 ‘
Yosemite, California 95389

Dear Superintendent: | : %
Thank you for sending me the CD containing the Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River |
Revised Comprehensive Management Plan and Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement. The photographs were most beautiful! I could almost feel the spray from the

waterfall in the photo on the cover. Well done.

Alternative number 2 is fine with me.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
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| | Merced Wild & Scenic River YoseMiTe R it PARK
Revised Comprehensnve Management PIan/SEIS

All mterested individuals, orgamzatlons and agencies are mwted to prov1de wntten comments or suggestlons
during the public cornment period, which closes March 22, 2005. Written comments may be mailed to: '
Superintendent, Yosémite National Park, P.O. Box 577, Yosemite, CA 95389 (Attn: Revised. Merced River
Plan /SEIS). Written comments may also be faxed to: 209/379-1294. Electronic comments may be ema;lled to: :
Yose_Planning @nps.gov (in the subject line type: Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS). Keep track of p Ject status .
by regularly visiting the park's web site at WWW.nps. gov/yose/planmng : _ o :

Note: Anonymous comments will not be considered. If you do not want your name or/and addrass to be subject to public « disclosure; .
please state that at the begmnmg of your comments. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowable by law. Generally, The
National Park Service will make available to the public for inspection all submissions from organizations or busmesses and from persons -
identifyip 1selves as renresentatives or officials of oreanizations and businesses. o . . .
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National Park Service

Yosemite National Park o3 Bpmntl e e

y Publlc Comment Form {bﬁ WAR 2 3 2005
/ 'Merced Wild & Scenic Rlver OSEMITE NATIONAL PARK |
Revised Comprehensnve Management PIanISEIS

All mterested individuals, orgamzatlons, and agencies are mv1ted to prov1de wntten comments or suggestlons
during the public comment period, which closes March 22, 2005. Written comments may be mailed to: _
Superintendent, Yosemite National Park, P.O. Box 577, ‘Yosemite, CA 95389 (Attn: Revnsed Merced River
Plan /SEIS). Written comments may also be faxed to: 209[379-1294 Electtomc comyments may be emalled to:
Yose_Planning @nps.gov (in the subject line type: Revised Merced River Plan/SE [S) ‘Keep track of ¢ _]ect status -

by regularly visiting the park's web site at www.nps. gowyose/plannmg

Note: Anonymous comments will not be cons:dered If you do ot want your name ar/and address to be subject to public disclosure,
please state that at the beginning of your comments. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowable by law. Generally, The.
National Park Service will make available to the public for inspection all submissions from orgamzauons ar businesses and from persons |
ldentlfymg themselves as renresentatives or.officisls of orgamzatlons and busmesses :
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Madera, CA
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Superintendent, Yosemite National Park

Draft Revised Merced River Plan, SEIS 9 -
P.O. Box 577 - MAR 2.3 2005
Yosemite, CA 95389 , YOSEL.

RE Draft Revised Merced Rlver Plan SEIS 1

Dear Superintendent, -
4

Thank you for prowdmg the County of Madera an opportunlty tc comment on
the Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River Revised Comprehensive Management Plan,
SEIS of January 2005. The County of Madera understands the importance of
Yosemite National Park and the planning of the park’s long-term health and vitality.

The economy of eastern Madera County relies heavily on tourism-related
goods and services provided as a result of its proximity to the southern entrance to
the park. As such, any impact to park visitation or to overall park visitation patterns
will affect that sensitive and significant segment of the area economy.

Within the plan, Alternative Two — VERP Program with Interim Limits has been
identified as the preferred approach. As described, there would be implementation of
interim facilities and bus quotas under this alternative resulting in “local, short-, and
long-term, minor benefits to the reglonal economy,” but the real affects of this
alternative could be largely dependent upon what specific measures are
implemented. Visitor populations could see moderate to major adverse affects,
potentially for the long-term if restrictive management actions are taken.

The County of Madera request that a second period for comment be
established after a definite planning alternative is selected. Since the exact effect on
the economy of eastern Madera County is largely linked to what alternative is
selected and what management actions are initiated as a result, this second
response period would allow for more precise and meaningful input. Atminimum,
this second public review period wouid allow the County to gauge the economic
impact of the chosen alternatlve and plan mitigative measures to offset those
impacts.

Thank you for providing the County of Madera the opportumty to comment. If
you have any questions, please feel free to contact myself or Chris Boyle at the
County Planning Department at (559) 675-7821.

Sincerely,

R um Beac
Planning Directétr

cc: Oakhurst Community Advisory Committee
Dave Herb, RMA Director
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Public | omment Form u W\R (23 20
Draft Merced Wild & Scenic River!OSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

Revised Comprehens—.l-ve -‘Management Plan/SEIS |

' All interested individuals, organizations, and agenc1es are mv1ted to prov1de written comments or suggesnons
~ during the public comment period, which closes March 22, 2005. Written comments may be mailed to:
Superintendent, Yosemite National Park, P.O. Box 577, Yosemite, CA 95389 (Attn: Draft Revised Merced
River Plan /SEIS). Wntten comments may also be faxed to: 209/379-1294. Electronic comments may be :
transmitted to: Yose_Planning @nps.gov (in the subject line type: Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS) Keep
track of pro_]ect status by regularly visiting the park's web site at www.nps. gov/yose/planning. .

Note: Anonymous mmments will not be considered. If you do not want your name or/and address to be subject to public disclosure,
please state that ‘at the beginning of your comments. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowable by law. Generally, The
National Park Service will make available to the public for inspection all submissions from organizations or busm&sses and from persons
identifying themselv&s as representatwes or officials of orgamzatlcms and businesses.

Name: ..— " DateofComment__ March 21, 2005

 Address: __ , Lincoln, CA 95648-8755 ¢ m

Comments

Aftep readlnq the. vo]gmn for the revised: Merced Rlver Plan, [ initially-liked the

A] ternatwe 3, but ‘upon hearmg your NPS representatwe Speqker on March 18th and
re@veadmg the A]ternatwe 2,1 founcl myself agreeing to the A]ternatwe 2. proposa1

__due the expanded day use of the E1 Portal area by the v151tor and the 11m1$at10n
ypon. bu1]d1ng £00 .many . bu11d1ngs in that areay I feel this w11] -provide- more
area for a. \(151tor to enaoy and expemence and perhaps take a .bit of pressure

off the mver areas 1ns1de the rwer banks of .the Va’l]ey.

P S. In the future, s there any p0551b111ty of pr‘ov'ld'mg Plans for Yosemite

in 100 pages or less, such as a Summary of the varioys Al tepnatives?

R
N

A (continue comments on back qf page)
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March 22, 2005 |RT [#S | LT [DT [UT JA| IR [OR| TS

‘ : RECEH@EQ
Superintendent : 4
Attn: Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS MAR 2 3 2005
P.O. Box 577 e
Yosemite, CA 95389 } YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
Dear Planning Team,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on yet another major planning effort regarding the
future of our beloved Merced River & Yosemite region. As a local resident and employee since
1991, I’ve been involved in the scoping and commenting process on many massive documents.
I’ve often felt the excitement and importance of offering up my opinions to your planning process,
but also the cynical feelings of hopelessness and fittility that my concerns will be genuinely
addressed or considered.

There are many in the local community that dismiss the NEPA process as pointless, because NPS
~ has “already decided what they are going to do.” I know that you and your team also love this

place, and are honestly trying to balance the incredibly complex and conflicting demands placed
on her resources. I thank you for the long hard hours that you devote to this difficult task! I also
smcerely hope that my concerns, and those of countless others, make s1gmﬂcant changes and
improvements to the current Draft MRP. v

Thank you for considering the following concerns:

Re-evaluate the “scenic” vs. “recreational” designation of the Merced River in El Portal, and
add scenic to the list of ORVs for this section. We residents, and hordes of tourists, know that
this segment of “Wild and Scenic River” is indeed phenomenally scenic. There are classic vistas
of rapids, pools, cliffs, and riparian areas. People are drawn down to the river’s edge, easily
involving and inserting themselves into its scenic wonders. Chinquapin Falls, the granite cliffs of
Parkline Slabs, and steep wildflower-strewn canyon slopes are uniquely scenic backdrops to this
amazing river segment. While much river recreation (swimming, fishing, rafting & kayaking)
takes place in El Portal, the scenic qualities are certainly of regional significance, and should
therefore be designated as such.

The cynical viewpoint is that the El Portal segment was designated “recreational”
specifically to allow major future development to occur within the Wild and Scenic corridor. I do
not know if a “scenic” designation or ORV addition would mandate tighter limits on development

but if so, I am in support of that change.

Lock in maximum protection of ORV’s and open space in the El Portal river segment
corridor. Protecting the Wild and Scenic Merced River and her ORVs should be the absolute
foundation of this plan. Some of the alternatives, however, are downright frightening in that their
zoning allows for the possibility of massive development and resource impact within the quarter
mile protection corridor. I have heard several times that “those purple areas on the map don’t
mean that development will occur, just that it will be possible in that zone.” We need a better
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guarantee than trusting the good intentions of furture park administrations and planning teams! ]97 2 ‘g 2
Restrict future development with the most protective zoning possible. Protect the ORVs by °
establishing the widest possible river protection corridor.

As the primary goal of the MRP is to protect the river and it’s ORVs, please ensure that your
final plan restricts future development in the El Portal area to already developed sites (ie:
Rancheria, Trailer Court, Motor Inns, & “downtown” by the Post Office”). In keeping with our
unique “small-town” lifestyle, future development should be small scale, locally-owned, and
primarily geared towards the needs of residents. Allowing a doubling of the town’s population
with 700-800 new beds, and developing the services that that population would require, seems
utterly incompatible with a river protection plan. Alternative 4 is the only choice that even appears
(on the maps) to offer “protective” zoning, and therefore should be the model to work from.

Hillside East and West should not be developed. Keep those scenic areas and resources zoned

as open space. Add housing and administrative units at the trailer court, the sewer
plant/wharehouse, and by in-filling already impacted available space in Rancheria Flat and the
Motor Inns. There may also be a few existing lots in old El Portal that could be made available for
long-term employees to build new homes, compatible, of course, with the cultural landscape of the

area.

Keep #ruly essential employee offices and housing in Yosemite Valley, but move the rest to
gateway communities that are more appropriate for expansion and development. Those who
live and work in the El Portal segment are fortunate to enjoy this beautiful but very narrow canyon.
Cramming more housing, administration, commercial services, and parking lots into this narrow
corridor is not compatible with a Wild and Scenic river, and would certainly impact the river’s
ORYVs. The limits on the numbers of employees and residents within the El Portal protection

boundary should remain at or near their present levels.
Create specific measurable thresholds on user capacity regarding trails, water quality, air

quality, visitor experience, ete, Iam a bit confuse by the VERP program, as the four alternatives
do not seem to offer real differences in creating, monitoring, and enforcing user capacities.

Thank you again for considering my comments.
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Superintendent MAR 2 3 2005

Attn: Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS

P.O. Box 577 YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

Yosemite, CA 95389
To the National Park Service regarding the implementation of the Merced River Plan,

Thank you for the opportunity to be a part of this very important planning process. I believe in the park service
and its job of steward for this valuable piece of land. -

As an employee working in Yosemite, a mother of three children, and a citizen of this fine country, I view this
planning process as an exciting chance to do something definite to preserve the unique beauty of the Merced
River Canyon. We have the opportunity here to make sure that this river corridor is protected from over-
development, for the sake of its own intrinsic beauty and for future generations to enjoy just as it is today. AsI
look around at wild and scenic places, I see many that have either been developed or are slated to be building
sites. Once this happens, they are lost forever. I am still hopeful that as a body of people who care about
Yosemite and the Merced River, we can do something to preserve what we have in this wild and scenic place.

* I have read much of the revised river plan and find all of the alternatives lacking the complete protection that
would be in compliance with the Wild and Scenic River Act. I am sure that just this fact alone will keep the
park service from really acting on any of these potential scenarios. They all leave the river vulnerable to
building in sites that are within the river corridor designated by the Wild and Scenic River Act. How would it
be possible to do this anyway with this protective act in place?

Will we be seeing ground-breaking as the conclusion of this process, or will we be celebrating ground-saving
and preservation of something that is becoming exceedingly rare in the world today? The Merced River is a
unique place. Qulet and undeveloped except for the road that accesses Yosemite Valley through one of the
most beautiful river canyons in the world (I believe). In the spring, the wildflowers define the north and south -
facing slopes as diverse ecotones. The Merced River canyon supports many unique species of plants and
animals including several rare & endemic plant species. There are countless archaeological sites, many
undiscovered. Many people enjoy the swimming holes, some very public and some very private on the river.

I would not like to see any more commercial development here. I feel that it would irreparably change the
quiet undiscovered nature of El Portal and the river corridor here. We have something so special here; it is like
no place in the world in its lack of commercial offerings. I would like to see more protection for El Portal
specifically and for the whole River Corridor in general. The land and water and people of this canyon need our
help to set this treasure aside. Now is the time to do this. .

I appreciate a]l you are doing in this process, and I want to believe that we all want the best for this treasure
which is Yosernite. What a mammoth task this is! It is the chance of a lifetime for all planners involved, to
leave a positive legacy. '

Thank you again for allowmg me to be a part of this process. Please contact me w1th any updates or anything
else I can do to make my voice and the voices of my children heard.

“7 e
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Any way 1in the Merced River plan as it
4 '.stands, I don't feel that the park service is being very generous
5 or very kind in the American Indian values and properties that
6 exist up there. They have been very extremelyldisrespectful in
7 the paét#towafds preserving that culture and that heritage. And
8 there are several issueé that surround the Merced River, and the
9 boundaries at El Portal. *It's my understanding that the park
10 service intends to leave that open for development or the
11 question of.development'in the future. I don't think any
12 development should be done. I've been totally against>any'
13 deyelopment in the valley for a lot of different reasons, and in
14 closing, I'll just say that you have the facts and you have a
15 frame. The park service has the frame. They've disregarded the
16 faéts. They ha?e disregarded a lot of common sense in ﬁhéir
17 planning and their procedufes. They've shown a lot of disfespect
18 for the American IndianAcommunity; |
19 (End of testimony)
20 ~000-
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March 22, 2005

RECEIVED

Mr. Mike Tollefson

Superintendeni

Yosemite National Park MAR 2 2 2005

P.O. Box 377 »

Yose m(;:: "CA 95389 YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

Dear Mr. Tollefson:

1 write to respectfully comment on the Draft Revised Merced River Plan
(DRMRP)Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As you know. I continue to be concerned
about the impacts of the DRMRP on my constituents in the 19" Congressional District.

. 1. Scoping Process

"Many comments were submitted during the scoping process about day-use parking and the
teplacemént of low-cost, low-impact drive-in campsites. The DRMRP does not reflect these
comments, which is a distressing sign that public input is being disregarded. Day-use parking
slots are critical given that a lack of them diminishes public access and will compound traffic
problems, particularly during peak visitation periods. In addition, low-impact campgrounds
should be restored along the upper and lower Merced River to ensure those of minimal economic
means can visit and experience Yosemite.

Public participation is essential to the planning process for our federal lands. Unfortunately, I
understand that public participation at the hearings on the DRMRP declined from previous such
hearings. I fear this reflects a lack of confidence from the public in the National Park Services'
(NPS) ability to Usten and take public input into consideration.

“1I. Plan Deficiencies

Resource protection must be balanced with a positive visitor expericnce in Yosemite National
Park. Envirenmental, cultural, historical, and economic resources must be considered for
_protection as well as the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the Merced River. In the NPS
presentation given at recent public mectings. a chart shows that protection of resources takes
precedent over action plans such as the Yosemite Valley Plan, which shows an imbalance
between the two priorities. As the NPS continues te “un-encumber” development projects related
- to the Yosemite Valley Plan without completion of the foundation for the DRMRP, it
demonstrates a lack of concern for Yosente's future and its stakeholders.

Further, 1 remain deeply concemed that Yosemite National Park is becoming less accessible to
the public. Possibie day-tise reservations. quotas and entry-gaie closures should not be included
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in the DRMRP as they are counter to @ positive visiior experience and contribute the existing
belief that Yosemute is becoming less accessible to the public.

1. Partnershup Planning Effort .

- Al scoping meetings for the DRMRP, community members advised you that an inclusive process
for planning should be used involving all affected stakeholder groups. I respectfully suggest that
the current DRMRP be withdrawn from public comment by the NPS and a cooperative effort,
with all stakeholder groups represented in the process, be used to redesign this plan to make it
more understandable and consistent with the NPS mission. Along these lines, [ encourage you to
explore cteative planning options as part of Director's Order 75A (Civic Engagement and Public

- Involveément). '

The planning process must incorporate representation from all affected partner groups including

© gateway communities, campers, rock climbers, indigenous Native Americans, the disable,
concessionaires, and local environmental organizations from beginning to end. Such involvement
must be active and integral to decision-making as the planning process proceeds.

You may know I have reimtroduced the Gateway Communities’ Cooperation Act in the House of
Representatives, which ensures that stakeholders have a seat at the table in the federal land
planning process. Stakeholder groups by virtue of their traditional involvement, economic
reliance, and physical proximity to lands managed by government agencies, such as the NPS,

~ have much to offer. The knowledge, expertise and passion of these stakeholders are an asset to

~ land management agencies crafting plans because stakeholders can help the NPS avoid time-
consuming litigation that costs taxpayvers and agencies millions of doliars annually. Involvement
of stakcholder groups can also pave the way for more meaningful and positive comment and
hearing periods with the general public. '

In closing, as the former Chairman and a current member of the National Parks Subcommittee, |
. am commitied to working with you to ensure meaningful partnerships are developed between my
- constituents and the NPS. The mission of the NPS to preserve our public lands for the enjoyment
by future generations is a serious charge to be executed with integrity and cooperation. I look
forward to continuing to work with you toward achieving this goal.

Sincerely. .

(GGeorge Radanovich
Menber of ("ongress
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RONN DOMINICI

COUNTY OF MADERA MAX RODRIGUEZ

. GARY GILBERT
MADERA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER )
209 'W. YOSEMITE AVENUE / MADERA, CALIFORNIA 93637

~ (559) 675-7700 / FAX (559) 673-3302 / TDD (559) 675-8970 Km Q, /D /'37

‘Website: www.madera-county.com/supervisors

BONNIE HOLIDAY, Chief Clerk of the Board

March 18, 2005 /r l , | ; (p -

RT (#8 |LT|DT |UT| 1A | IR|[OR[ TS| RECEIVED
Michael J. Tollefson | | MAR 2 2 2005
Superintendent, Yosemite National Park “ - o
Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
Post Office Box 577

Yosemite, CA 95389
Dear Mr. Tollefson.:

On March 15, 2005, the Madera County Board of Supervisors discussed the Revised Merced
River Plan. The RMRP raises many areas of concern for the Madera County Board of
Supervisors, one of which is the day use restrictions.

- )-59
The Board is in agreement with the attached letter from Jeanﬁ@gn% Lou Aceto dated March 1,
2005, and the attached letter from Max Stauffer and Dan Carteg of the Yosemite Sierra Visitors

- Bureau dated March 10, 2005. The Board s concerns with thefRMRP are adequately addressed
in the attached two letters. RME-D-449

The Madera County Board of Supervisors would appreciate your agency rewewmg the attached
two letters and respondmg to the concerns.

mcerely '
/ % Gil ) hau‘/

B (s

Madera County Board of Supervusors

GG:bh

Enclosures.



Mariposa Cﬂunty RICHARD H. INMAN
. County Administrative Officer
Board of Supervisors MARGIE WILLIAMS
* Clerk of the Board
District 1 ..................... LEE STETSON P.O. Box 784
District 2 c.o.eeeeeeer, LYLE TURPIN MARIPOSA, CALIFORNIA 95338
DiStriCt 3 ovoveeeererrr JANET BIBBY (209) 966-3222
District 4 ooovooooo DIANNE FRITZ 1-800-736-1252
DiStrict 5 ..............c.........BOB PICKARD FAX (200) 966-5147
1" ‘ \ www.mariposacounty.org/board
March 22, 2005 ' 1 -

e RT|#S | LT |DT|UT|IA}IR | Ox o RECEIVED
Superintendent Tollefson MAR 2 2 2005
Yosemite National Park . YO e oK
Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS :

Post Office Box 577

Yosemite, California 95389

Dear Superintendent Tollefson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Revised Merced River
Plan/SEIS. The Mariposa County Board of Supervisors recognizes the importance of this
process as it relates to the two primary objectives for addressing the user capacity mandate of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act along with the requirement to better define the narrow river
boundary drawn for the El Portal Administrative Site as it did not define or account for the
location of some of the Outstandingly Remarkable Values in that segment.

Attached is a cdpy. of the Wawona Town Planmhg Advisory Committee comments that have
been approved and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The Wawona Town Planning Advisory
Committee prepared their comments as a result of a presentation that was given to them and the

community on March 12, 2005.

The Mariposa County Board of Supervisors appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
the Draft Revised Merced River Plan/SEIS and urges the National Park Service to senously

consider the response contamed herein.

Sincerely,

Tol fde

BOB PICKARD
Chairman

cc: Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Officer
Planning Director
‘Wawona Town Planning Advisory Committee

Mariposa County - - An Equal Opportunity Employer
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WAWONA TOWN PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE |

March 12,2005

Mr. Bob Pickard
Supervisor
Mariposa County
Marnposa, California

Dear Supervisor Pickard:

On March 12, 2005 a quorum of the WTPAC heard a presentation by YNP Ranger Mark Butler
on the Revised Comprehensive Management Plan for the Merced River Plan. This 25 minute
presentation was followed by about 45 minutes of Q & A. Based on this we submit the
following concerns which we hope you will relay to Yosemite Park personnel:

1. - Parking Capacity at Wawona Store. This is misrepresented in the Managerment

Plan. There are not as many useable parking places as sited. Further, out-of-area
~ cars are being parked there. Visitors to the Mariposa Grove of Big Trees have very

limited parking at the park entrance to, or inside, the Grove. They are instructed to
park at the Wawona Store and be shuttled to the Grove. The proposed prefered
option moves vehicles from the area of the Mariposa Grove, which is outside the
Merced River area, to parking facilities that are inside the river boundry established
by the Wild and Senic Rivers Act. Further still, it is anticipated that, at least during
the construction phase, the SDA Camp will be shuttling visitors that will park at the
Store. The result is artificially limited parking and premature saturation of the lot.
This will cause more frequent implementation of Management Action than would
occur if the lot were used for local traffic only. The congestion already impedes
ingress and egress by residents, particularly on Forest Drive. (ref.-Pg. D4, ff and
Table D2 of Revised Plan)
Correction: Mariposa Grove needs its own parking, as it has had for over 50 years.

2. Revision of River Corridor in El Portal. The Committee urges that the chosen
Alternative be # 1 (No Action). Since the 1958 Act establishing El Portal as an
Administrative Site, YNP has been increasing its presence there. If present structures

are deemed inappropriate, or if new construction is banned by more restrictive
alternatives, the Park Service will have to look elsewhere. Wawona has been declared

an alternative administrative site, if better sites are not available. The historic, low-
density, residential nature of Wawona would be seriously affected. Many other
problems, including housing, winter access, and resident protest, limit the usefulness of
this site. - ' '

We trust you will convey our strong feelings in these areas.

Sincerely,

il e

Edward Mee
Chairman, WTPAC
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MARK V. THORNTON 2 South Green Street
DISTRICT 4 SUPERVISOR Sonora, CA 95370
County of Tuolumne (tu 209) 533-5521
mthornton@co olumne.ca.us
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March 21, 2005

Mr. Mike Tollefson, Superintendent
Yosemite National Park
P.O. Box 577 . /

‘Yosemite, CA 95389

Dear Superintendent Tollefson:

| am disappointed that the National Park Service (NPS) has refused to provide a clear
plan showing how the Federal government intends to protect the Merced River. The draft
Merced Wild and Scenic River Revised Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) simply does
not fulfill the court’s order to fix or replace your existing Merced River CMP.

The revised CMP provides little, if any, clarity regarding “outstanding remarkable
values.” It is difficult to determine where they exist and how they are to be protected.
Additionally, air quality continues to be a neglected area of concern. The revised CMP does not
comprehensively address the issue of “user capacities” throughout the Valley. Population
impacts valley-wide will affect the Merced River’s ecosystem, and the NPS is obllgated to

identify and disclose those impacts.

Your revised document does not alter the existing “zoning” mistakes that are being used
to justify the development associated with the Yosemite Valley Plan. In fact this “revised” plan
simply reinforces predetermined outcomes in the Yosemite Valley Plan. The degradation to
natural resources, cultural resources, and visitor experience that will be caused by the Yosemite
Valley Plan should have been stopped by the revised Merced River CMP not justified.

Rather than go on at length with additional comments about the various defects | believe
are in the draft revised CMP, it is more expedient to ask that the NPS withdraw this draft plan
and start over. If the NPS continues with this draft it runs the risk of additional litigation. Why
waste the time and money to go to court yet again? You know the intent of the plaintiffs, the
direction of the court, and the mission statement of the NPS, so pull this plan and do the right
thing: write an intellectually honest, scientifically sound, environmentally sensitive, and socially
responsible management plan for the Merced River and save Yosemite from the crass
commercialism that exists in the current Yosemite Valley Plan.

Sincerely,
T_| RECEIVED: %, —n VS
Pl 'Supermténd? 7 r/ZL’K-- / ’ //ng' "“LM 0

Deputy Superintendent T WMark V. Thornton

AssnstantSupermtendent i District 4 Supervisor

Chief Administration o

Chief Business Revenue

4 _Chief Interpretation

__| Chief Facility Mgmt_

. | Chief Resources

o (\W_|, Chief Visitor Protection

R REPLY DUE:

v Chief Project Mgmt [\RBQB [N L{\)] NZJ‘:'
| VING]




Mitzi Thornley To: "Gary Hayward" <ghayward@newfields.com>

) cc:
;%/%6/2004 03:39 PM Subject: Re: Fw: Fw: Save the date!{]

Yes, | have his package ready and will get it out to him fedex overnight. It will go out tomorrow.(10/27/04).
Do you happen to have his phone number?

Mitzi Thornley

Administrative Support Project Management
Yosemite National Park

PO Box 700

El Portal Ca. 95318

Ph: 209-379-1221

Fax: 209-379-1295

EMail: Mitzi_Thornley@nps.gov
"Gary Hayward" <ghayward@newfields.com>

"Gary Hayward" To: <Mitzi_Thornley@nps.gov>
<ghayward@newfields. cc:

com> Subject: Fw: Fw: Save the date!
10/26/2004 04:27 PM

AST

Mitzi

Here is Bob Mannings home mail address.
Can we get himn a package together for tomorrow's fedex?
Gary

———— Original Message --——-—-

From: "Robert Manning" <Robert.Manning@uvm.edu>
To: "Gary Hayward" <ghayward@newfields.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2004 3:39 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Save the date!

> Gary -

>

> I left you a phone message yesterday. My home address is 32 Edgewood
Lane,

> Burlington, VT 05401. I'll be glad to review the document(s). I should
be
> around for the next week or so, so please call and lets talk about the

status of things at the park. Thanks.
-— Bob
At 03:37 PM 10/26/04 -0400, you wrote:

>Bob
>

VVVYVVVYVYV



w  Windows XP

Microsoft i

windows  Printer Test Page

Congratulations!

If you can read this information, you have correctly installed your Xerox
Document Centre 425 on inpyosemsl2.

The information below describes your printer driver and port settings.

Submitted Time: 10:42:00 AM 4/13/2005

Computer name: inpyosemsl?2

Printer name: \\inpyosemsl2\Xerox Docu Center 425
Printer model: Xerox Document Centre 425

Ccolor support: No

Port name(s): 165.83.253.74

Data format: RAW

Share name: Xerox Docu Center 425

Location: Planning and Compliance Trailer
Ccomment: Xerox Document Center 425ST
Driver name: UNIDRV.DLL

Data file: xxd4253a.gpd

config file: xxuiwl3a.dl1

Help file: UNIDRV.HLP

Driver version: 5.00

Environment: windows NT x86

Additional files used by this driver:
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spool\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\PCL5ERES.DLL (5.00.2184.1)
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spool1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\TTFSUB.GPD
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spooT1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\UNIRES.DLL (5.2.3790.99
(srv03_qgfe.031024-1644))
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spoo1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\UNIDRVUI.DLL (5.2.3790.99
(srv03_gfe.031024-1644))
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spool1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\STDNAMES .GPD
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spoo1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\COVERPCL .DAT
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spool1\DRIVERS\W32Xx86\3\xxres3a.d11 (1, 3, 12, 2)
C:\WINDOWS\System32\spool1\DRIVERS\W32X86\3\XCWCAS32.DLL
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Resolution # 00-08-05
Be it Resolved by the Community Council of the Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians

WHEREAS: The Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians of the Tuolumne Rancheria is a federally
recognized Indian Tribe with a Constitution approved by the Secretary of the
Interior; and

WHEREAS: There is a requirement to participate in Government-to-Government consultation
with Yosemite National Park; and

WHEREAS: The Community Council has reviewed the January 2005 Draft Revised Merced
River Plan/SEIS and has developed comments on the Draft.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians is
opposed to further development along the Merced River corridor. Among our
concerns are continued and increased impacts to cultural sites and resources;
insufficient Park staffing to properly monitor even greater impacts from even more
development; and further depletion of ground water that would come with the
building of additional “comforts” for the purpose of attracting even more Park
visitors, with the accompanying, far-reaching, negative, effects on air quality, water
quality, plants and animals, and to our traditional use areas. More development
would lead to more of degradation of the environment than has already occurred.

CERTIFICATION

I, Kevin A. Day, Chairman of the Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians, hereby certify
that the foregoing Resolution was adopted on March 31, 2005, at a duly called meeting of the
Tuolumne Me-Wuk Community Council, at which a quorum was preSent by avote of _32__yes,
1 no,and __1_ abstentxons
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Kevin A. Day Chalrman t — Tribal Member at Large
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